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The  wars  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  have  highlighted  the  continuing  need  to  improve  the 
Department’s  ability  to  rapidly  respond  to  urgent  warfighter  requirements  against  a  highly 
adaptive  enemy.  The  Department  has  created  or  modified  numerous  urgent  needs  processes  to 
assist  in  countering  enemy  threats  by  expediting  the  fielding  of  wafighter  urgent  operational 
needs.  The  Duncan  Hunter  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2009  directed 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  commission  a  study  and  report  to  Congress  to  assess  the  effectiveness 
of  the  processes  used  by  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  generation  and fulfillment  of  urgent 
operational  needs.  A  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  was  established  in  December  2008  to 
conduct  the  study.  Its  report  to  Congress  in  July  2009  included  recommendations  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  formalize  two  paths — one  for  urgent  and  the  other  for  normal 
acquisitions ;  establish  a  $3  billion  per  year fund  for  rapid  acquisition  and  fielding;  and  establish 
a  new  Defense  Agency,  the  Rapid  Acquisition  and  Fielding  Agency,  to  fulfill  the  urgent 
operational  needs  of  the  warfighter.  Key  members  of  the  Department’s  new  leadership  have 
received  this  report  and  have  incorporated  it  into  their  deliberations  on  how  to  more  effectively 
support  the  current  war  in  Afghanistan  and  Iraq  and  future  operations. 

Key  words:  Capabilities  and  limitations;  Defense  Science  Board;  JIEDDO;  Joint  Rapid 
Acquisition  Cell;  JRAC;  JUON;  MRAP;  rapid  acquisition;  urgent  operational  needs. 


“ The  essence  of  the  problem  at  hand  is  the  need  to 
field  militarily  useful  solutions  faster.”1 

The  wars  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  have 
highlighted  the  continuing  need  to 
improve  the  Department’s  ability  to 
rapidly  respond  to  urgent  warfighter 
requirements  against  a  highly  adaptive 
enemy.  Toward  this  end,  Congress  directed  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  commission  a  study  and  report 
to  Congress.  The  study  was  to  assess  the  effectiveness 
of  the  processes  used  by  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  generation  and  fulfillment  of  urgent  operational 
needs.2  The  Department  was  instructed  to  perform  the 
assessment  through  the  use  of  a  federally  funded 
research  and  development  center  or  the  use  of  an 
independent  commission. 


The  Defense  Science  Board,  a  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  independent  commission,  was  select¬ 
ed  to  perform  this  study  with  representation  from  the 
Defense  Business  Board.  To  conduct  the  study,  the 
Defense  Science  Board  (DSB)  established  a  task  force 
in  December  2008,  which  was  sponsored  by  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology  and 
Logistics,  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  Comptroller, 
and  the  Director,  Defense  Research  and  Engineering. 
Its  report  was  provided  to  Congress  in  July  2009. 3 

The  Department  has  created  or  modified  numerous 
urgent  needs  processes  to  assist  in  countering  enemy 
threats  by  expediting  the  fielding  warfighter  require¬ 
ments.  New  organizational  structures  have  been 
created  to  fulfill  warfighter  urgent  needs,  including 
the  Army’s  Rapid  Equipping  Force;  Joint  Improvised 
Explosive  Device  Defeat  Organization;  Intelligence, 
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Surveillance,  Reconnaissance  Task  Force;  Mine  Resis¬ 
tant  Ambush  Protected  Task  Force;  the  Joint  Rapid 
Acquisition  Cell;  and,  more  recently,  the  Counter 
Improvised  Explosive  Device  Senior  Integration 
Group.  These  organizations  and  associated  processes 
have  quickly  delivered  multi-tens  of  billions  of  dollars 
of  capability  to  the  warfighter.  These  processes  have 
garnered  their  fair  share  of  oversight  reviews  and 
assessments  by  the  Department  of  Defense  Inspector 
General,  Service  Audit  Agencies,  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office,  and  congressionally  directed  assess¬ 
ments.  One  recent  study  reviewed  many  of  the  DoD 
urgent  needs  processes,  assessed  the  processes  with  the 
various  process  owners,  and  reviewed  the  application  of 
the  processes  by  multiple  program  mangers  fulfilling 
the  warfighters’  urgent  needs.  Expedited  test  and 
evaluation  was  an  underlying  theme  throughout  this 
recent  assessment. 

I  served  as  Executive  Secretary  to  the  DSB  Task 
Force,  and  in  the  following  pages  I  will  provide 
additional  background  information,  briefly  describe  the 
study’s  findings  and  recommendations,  and  provide 
some  insight  into  the  Department  of  Defense’s 
approach  to  addressing  the  recommendations  of  the 
study’s  written  report  to  Congress. 

Background  information 

Members  of  the  DSB  Task  Force  included  prior 
senior  DoD  and  Service  acquisition  officials,  a  previous 
DoD  Comptroller  (also  a  member  of  the  DoD 
Business  Board),  a  recent  member  of  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  from  the  prior 
administration  charged  with  accelerating  the  transition 
of  technology  to  acquisition  programs,  General 
Officers,  and  members  from  industry  with  expertise 
on  rapidly  developing  new  capabilities,  and  experts  on 
special  acquisition  approaches  and  authorities.  In  the 
past,  several  of  these  Task  Force  members  participated 
in  studies4  that  examined  related  issues,  many  of  which 
made  similar  recommendations  for  change  focused  on 
expediting  the  acquisition  and  fielding  of  needed 
equipment. 

The  Honorable  Dr.  Jacques  Gansler,  who  chaired 
the  DSB  Task  Force,  wrote  in  a  memorandum  to  the 
Chairman  of  the  Defense  Science  Board: 

“The  accelerated  pace  of  change  in  the  tactics, 
techniques,  and  procedures  used  by  adversaries  of 
the  United  States  has  heightened  the  need  for  a 
rapid  response  to  new  threats.  Fielding  systems  in 
response  to  urgent  operational  needs  over  the  past 
half  decade  has  revealed  that  DOD  lacks  the 
ability  to  rapidly  field  new  capabilities  for  the 
warfighter  in  a  systematic  and  effective  way.”5 


In  this  memorandum  he  summarized  the  critical  actions 
needed  to  address  the  issue  described.  He  further  wrote 
that  the  implementation  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
DSB  Task  Force  was  imperative  to  supplying  the 
warfighter  with  the  capabilities  needed  for  success. 

The  DSB  Task  Force  members  were  well  aware  that 
the  regular  or  “deliberate”  requirements,  budgeting,  and 
acquisition  processes  were  not  well  suited  to  meeting 
urgent  needs  of  the  warfighter.  Long-standing  business 
practices  and  regulations  are  poorly  suited  to  the 
dynamics  of  fulfilling  urgent  needs  in  a  timeframe 
useful  to  the  warfighter  engaged  in  combat.  The  DOD 
is  saddled  with  processes  and  oversight  built  up  over 
decades,  with  managers  leading  them  who  are  often 
trained  to  be  risk  averse.  The  “normal  acquisition” 
system  is  a  long  chain  of  demanding,  disciplined  tasks 
that  can  take  years  and  then  only  respond  by  exception 
to  rapid  changes.  The  Joint  Capabilities  Integration  and 
Development  System  for  requirements,  the  Planning, 
Programming,  Budgeting,  and  Execution  for  funding, 
and  the  DOD  5000  series  for  acquisition  are  examples  of 
the  processes  that  underpin  a  regular  acquisition. 
Planning  is  insufficiently  anticipatory.  Processes  are 
too  inward-looking  and  do  not  sufficiently  leverage  the 
commercial  or  global  market — nor  do  they  sufficiently 
leverage  the  public  sector — by  coordinating  with  other 
agencies  for  solutions  to  needed  capabilities. 

The  Task  Force  observed  that  progress  has  been 
made,  but  DoD’s  ad  hoc  “rapid”  processes  still 
experience  unnecessary  and  bureaucratic  delays  in 
needs  generation,  vetting,  fulfillment,  and  fielding. 
These  processes  continue  to  lack  serious  institutional 
commitment  and  very  little  is  being  built  into  the 
Service  or  other  DoD  budgets  for  these  programs.  The 
Task  Force  wrote: 

“It  is  hard  to  criticize  the  industrious  nature  of 
those  in  the  Department  who  have  made 
something  happen  when  urgent  needs  have  been 
presented;  however ,  these  approaches  do  not  offer  a 
long-term  solution  to  circumstances  that  will  not 
go  away  once  current  contingencies  in  Iraq  and 
Afghanistan  abate.  As  there  is  little  doubt  that  the 
urgent  needs  from  combatant  commanders  will 
continue,  the  bottom  line  is  that  the  ability  to 
field  critical  war  fighting  needs  requires  a  new 
approach — a  standing  acquisition  and  fielding 
capability  that  can  fulfill  these  requirements  in 
a  timely  way”  [emphasis  in  original].6 

Findings  of  the  Task  Force 

The  following  sections  provide  summaries  of  the 
major  findings  of  the  DSB  Task  Force. 
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Multiple  acquisition  goals 

All  of  DOD’s  needs  cannot  be  met  by  the  same 
acquisition  processes.  The  Task  Force  found  that  the 
time  critical  nature  or  the  urgent  needs  of  the 
warfighter  engaged  in  ongoing  military  operations, 
such  as  Operation  Iraqi  Freedom  and  Operation 
Enduring  Freedom,  require  a  requirements,  acquisi¬ 
tion,  and  fielding  approach  markedly  different  than 
those  associated  with  the  traditional  Defense  Acqui¬ 
sition  System. 

The  Task  Force  noted  that  in  the  delivery  of  the  99% 
solution  for  traditional  acquisitions  the  “JCIDS  pro¬ 
cesses  must  be  fully  satisfied.”7  Development  testing, 
verification  and  validation,  interoperability  and  sup- 
portability  assessments,  safety  evaluations,  and  opera¬ 
tional  test  and  evaluation  all  are  pieces  of  the  processes 
that  must  be  satisfied  before  a  capability  is  fielded. 

The  Task  Force  found  that  speed  is  one  of  the  most 
important  attributes  of  fulfilling  an  urgent  need.  The 
75%  solution  is  not  only  acceptable  but  welcomed  if  it 
provides  a  capability  for  operational  use  sooner.  While 
the  Task  Force  did  not  discuss  at  length  the  need  for 
expeditious  testing  of  capabilities,  the  urgency  of 
operational  evaluation  was  recognized.  In  their  report 
the  Task  Force  wrote: 

“As  opposed  to  traditional  acquisition ,  in  which 
better  equipment  is  often  perceived  as  the  only 
solution,  an  urgent  need  may  be  met  with  new 
tactics,  new  capabilities,  new  materiel — based  on 
proven  technologies — or  a  combination  of  these. 

Also  in  contrast  to  traditional  acquisition,  test 
and  evaluation  should  not  be  a  pass  or  fail  test, 
but  rather  should  be  used  to  determine  capabil¬ 
ities  and  limitations — an  approach  the  Army  has 
successfully  used  to  decide  whether  potential 
solutions  to  urgent  requirements  are  good  enough 
to  be  deployed. ,”8 

The  Task  Force  heard  presentations  by  Service 
operational  test  agency  leaders,  multiple  program 
managers  delivering  urgent  needs  to  the  warfighter, 
and  prior  and  current  leadership  of  the  Joint  IED 
Defeat  Organization.  There  was  wide  agreement 
among  Task  Force  members  that  the  use  of  Capabil¬ 
ities  and  Limitations  reports  to  inform  the  warfighters’ 
decision  to  accept  capability  was  needed  to  expedi¬ 
tiously  fulfill  the  warfighters’  most  urgent  needs. 

It  was  noted  by  the  Task  Force  that  the  level  of 
testing  is  generally  tailored  to  the  capability  to  be 
provided  to  the  warfighter.  The  mine  resistant  ambush 
protected  (MRAP)  vehicle  received  extensive  safety, 
operational,  and  live  fire  testing  and  continued  testing 
after  deployment.  Counter  Radio  Controlled  Impro¬ 


vised  Explosive  Device  Electronic  Warfare  systems 
received  extensive  operational  and  interoperability 
testing  prior  to  deployment  and  continued  surveillance 
after  deployment. 

The  Task  Force  found  that  risks,  unless  appropri¬ 
ately  mitigated,  in  a  traditional  acquisition  program 
“[are]  perceived  as  being  a  show  stopper.”9  On  the 
contrary,  successful  acquisition  of  an  urgently  needed 
capability  often  involved  accepting  risk  that  was 
“transparent,  acknowledged,  understood,  and  weighed 
against  the  attendant  risk  of  proceeding  along  a  more 
deliberate  route.”10  Capabilities  and  Limitations  re¬ 
ports  provide  an  appropriate  vehicle  to  characterize 
risks  and  enable  the  warfighter  to  actively  participate  in 
the  fielding  decisions  of  the  urgent  need. 

“Rapid”  is  counter  to  the  traditional 
acquisition  culture 

“Rapid”  is  countercultural  and  will  be  undersup¬ 
ported  in  traditional  organizations.  The  DSB  Task 
Force  observed  that  “the  current  defense  acquisition 
workforce  is  rewarded  for  following  complex  proce¬ 
dures  with  accuracy  and  precision  and  is  punished  for 
bypassing  them.”11  The  architects  of  the  various 
successful  urgent  needs  processes  developed  work¬ 
arounds  and  established  parallel  acquisition  paths  to 
the  traditional  processes.  The  Task  Force  found 
examples  in  DoD,  and  in  industry,  where  parallel 
processes  proved  effective  in  achieving  the  desired 
development  or  business  outcomes.  As  examples,  the 
establishment  of  the  Defense  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency  to  address  disruptive  technologies 
was  a  separate  parallel  process  to  Service  acquisitions 
that  are  focused  on  more  traditional,  incremental 
developments.  In  industry  IBM  established  its  personal 
computer  division  separately  from  its  traditional 
mainframe  division. 

The  Task  Force  stated  that  sustaining  a  rapid 
acquisition  capability  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
requires  the  active  support  of  the  requirements, 
resourcing,  and  the  testing  community  and  the 
establishment  of  a  parallel  acquisition  option.  They 
opined  that  a  component  of  the  traditional  process  will 
not  work  and  a  separate  organization  is  required. 

Use  of  proven  technology  is  essential  to 
rapid  response 

Any  rapid  response  must  be  based  on  proven 
technology  and  robust  manufacturing  processes. 
The  Task  Force  believes  that  to  achieve  rapid 
deployment  of  an  urgent  capability,  mature  technical 
solutions  are  required.  Rapid  delivery  of  “Block  1” 
capabilities  with  spiral  development  of  additional 
capabilities  is  necessary.  Where  technical  maturity 
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precluded  rapid  deployment  of  a  capability,  the  Task 
Force  recommends  that  the  capability  be  developed,  as 
a  high  priority,  by  the  defense  science  and  technology 
community.12  The  Joint  IED  Defeat  Organization 
exemplifies  an  organization  that  both  delivers  proven 
technology  and,  through  extensive  science  and  tech- 
nology  efforts,  reaches  out  to  industry  and  academia  to 
develop  solutions  to  quickly  evolving  enemy  threats.13 

The  DSB  Task  Force  agreed  that  risks  must  be 
understood  and  the  use  of  capabilities  and  limitations  is 
an  important  element  to  the  fulfillment  of  urgent 
needs.  The  report  states: 

", While  there  may  be  instances  in  which  early 
fielding  of  prototypes  with  contractor  logistics 
support  is  appropriate,  the  risks  must  be  well 
understood  and  parallel  efforts  should  be  in  place 
to  mature  the  technology  and  to  ensure  that 
training  and  logistics  are  adequate  for  the  system 
life  cycle.  An  assessment  of  capabilities  and 
limitations  should  be  an  integral  part  of  the 
warfighter’s  acceptance  of  the  system  for  opera¬ 
tional  use.”14 

Ad  hoc  organizations 

Current  approaches  to  implement  rapid  responses 
to  urgent  needs  are  not  sustainable.  The  DSB  Task 
Force  found  that  many  ad  hoc  processes  were 
established  to  address  urgent  needs  and  that  all,  with 
senior  level  support,  used  workarounds  to  “sidestep 
traditional  acquisition  and  fielding  processes.”15  The 
Task  Force  found  these  processes  disjointed,  with  little 
institutional  memory  or  tracking  of  lessons  learned. 
Some  processes  established  for  specific  purposes  had  no 
sunset  provision,  and  others  appeared  to  be  turning 
into  bureaucratic  organizations.  The  push  for  fulfilling 
wartime  needs  enabled  the  ad  hoc  processes  to  create 
workarounds  to  rapidly  fielding  capability.  The  Task 
Force  observed  that  as  the  wartime  push  eases,  the 
ability  to  be  rapid  will  likely  be  reduced. 

Urgent  needs  will  endure  beyond  today’s  conflicts, 
which  led  the  Task  Force  to  recommend  the  creation 
of  a  sustainable  organizational  capability  for  rapid 
acquisition  and  fielding.  Rapid  acquisition  and  fielding 
capability  must  “build  on  the  advantages  of  current  ad 
hoc  processes  that  have  found  relief  from  the  rigors  of 
the  formal,  deliberate  acquisition  bureaucracy.”16 

Lack  of  integrated  triage 

An  integrated  triage  process  is  needed.  There  is  a 
wide  continuum  of  urgent  needs  ranging  from  ill- 
defined  capability  gaps  to  requests  for  additional 
supplies  of  standard  equipment.  The  Task  Force 


recognized  that  even  in  a  wartime  situation,  resources 
are  limited,  and  thus  the  Task  Force  found  that  the 
triage  of  urgent  needs  is  an  important  step.  A  higher 
level  view  of  all  needs  and  a  wider  view  of  potential 
solutions  are  required.  The  higher  level  view  envi¬ 
sioned  by  the  Task  Force  enables  the  allocation  of 
resources  to  fulfill  urgent  needs.  Game  changing 
capabilities  can  be  fielded  through  this  triage  process.17 

Institutional  barriers 

institutional  barriers — people,  funding,  and  process¬ 
es — are  powerful  inhibitors  to  successful  rapid 
acquisition  and  fielding  of  new  capabilities.  The 
primary  issue  raised  by  every  witness  before  the  Task 
Force  was  the  availability  of  dedicated  and  flexible 
funds.  The  competition  for  funds  to  address  even  the 
most  critical  urgent  needs  are  affected  by  institutional 
barriers  established  in  Service  Financial  Management 
and  OSD  Comptroller  processes,  rules,  and  regula¬ 
tions;  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  overall 
wartime  funding  priorities;  and  the  Congressional 
appropriations  processes. 

Task  Force  members  believe  that  people  must  work 
in  integrated  teams  to  support  the  warfighters’  urgent 
needs  and  that  success  is  achievable  only  if  these 
integrated  teams  have  “the  best  and  brightest  innova¬ 
tive  thinkers  who  are  solution-oriented,  creative,  and 
uninhibited  by  bureaucracy.”18 

Needed  best  practices 

The  Task  Force  reviewed  solutions  to  the  shortfalls 
identified  in  their  findings  and  assessed  a  number  of 
best  practices  of  the  various  urgent  needs  processes. 
Each  of  the  Best  Practices  listed  in  Table  1  reflect 
attributes  of  solutions  that  deserve  further  evaluation. 
Note  that  the  Army  processes  for  test  and  evaluation  of 
urgent  needs,  the  Army  Test  and  Evaluation  Com¬ 
mand’s  Capabilities  and  Limitations  process,  is  viewed 
as  being  “good.” 

Recommendations  of  the  Task  Force 

The  major  recommendations  of  the  DSB  Task 
Force  are  summarized  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  should  formalize  a 
dual  acquisition  path19 

The  Task  Force  viewed  the  deliberate  and  rapid 
acquisition  processes  as  incompatible  processes  with 
different  acquisition  goals.  They  recommend  a  dual 
acquisition  path,  as  depicted  in  Figure  1. 

Deliberate  acquisition  process.  The  goal  is  a  99% 
solution,  which  often  translates  to  delivery  in  3  to 
11  years  or  more.  It  is  optimized  for  delivery  of 


172  ITEA  Journal 


Fulfilling  Urgent  Operational  Needs 


Table  1.  Best  practices  needed  (DSB  TF  Report,  30). 


Best  practices  needed  Where  it’s  good  today 


For  involving  the  warfighter  from  beginning  to  end  of  process 
For  obtaining  agile,  flexible  funding 

To  coordinate  status  and  resolution  for  each  need  statement 
For  coordinating  technology  development 

To  evaluate  effectiveness  of  the  implemented  solution 
For  test  and  evaluation 

To  determine  whether  to  end  or  to  transition  each  implementation 
For  a  knowledgeable  workforce  for  all  rapid  acquisitions 
For  business  approaches  that  use  existing  flexibilities 

For  institutionalizing  the  rapid  response  process 
For  collaborative  innovation 


Joint  Capability  Technology  Demonstration,  Army  Asymmetric  Warfare 
Group  (AWG),  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  (USSOCOM) 
Joint  IED  Defeat  Organization,  Mine  Resistant  Ambush  Protected 
Vehicle  Program  (MRAP) 

USSOCOM 

Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  (DDR&E),  U.S.  Air  Force 
Big  Safari 

USSOCOM,  AWG 
Army 

U.S.  Air  Force  Big  Safari 

DDR&E,  Defense  Advanced  Research  Project  Agency,  U.S.  Air  Force 
Big  Safari,  MRAP 
Navy/Marine  Corps 
Private  sector 


complex  systems  and  is  scalable  to  very  large  military 
solutions.  It  uses  detailed,  extensive,  and  large-scale 
oversight  and  synchronization  to  ensure  success.  It 
includes  resources  for  sustainment  and  is  well  adapted 
to  individual  Service  cultures.  Owing  to  the  long  time 
frame,  this  process  often  begins  by  pushing  the  state  of 
the  art  of  the  underlying  technologies. 

Rapid  acquisition  process.  This  process  is  satisfied 
with  a  75%  solution  or  sometimes  less,  with  the  major 
focus  on  delivery  within  24  months.  To  be  responsive 
to  combatant  command  timelines,  the  Task  Force 
recommended  that  execution  be  decentralized.  Partic¬ 
ipation  by  small  and  nontraditional  businesses  is 


sought.  Risk  is  mitigated  through  the  use  of  proven 
technology  that  is  rapidly  transitioned  via  competitive 
prototyping.  More  advanced  or  extensive  capabilities 
are  provided  in  subsequent  builds  through  spiral 
development.  Resources  for  sustainment  and  training 
are  integrated  and  delivered  in  parallel  with  initial 
operating  capability. 

The  Task  Force  also  recommended  a  standard 
DoD-wide  definition  be  established  for  an  urgent 
need  to  enable  effective  triage  of  the  acquisition  path 
(deliberate  or  rapid).  “The  definition  should  state  that 
an  urgent  need  is  one  that  if  left  unfulfilled \  will  seriously 
endanger  personnel  and/or  pose  a  major  threat  to  ongoing 
or  imminent  operations'  [emphasis  in  original].20 


Planning, 
Programming, 
Budgeting  and 
Execution 
(PPBE) 


Defense 

Acquisition 

System 

(DAS) 


Requirements 

(JCIDS) 


Urgent 

Capability 


0.5%  Allocation 


Programs  may  start  as  1 

Rapid  or  Deliberate  acquisitions  . 

Choice  of  path  based  on  urgency  and  technology 
availability  and  maturity 


Deliberate 

Acquisition 


''Urgent  Needs 
(JUONS,  UONS) 


Rapid 

Acquisition 


Figure  1.  Dual  acquisition  path  proposed  (DSB  TF  Report,  32). 
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■  MRAPTask  Force 

■  JIEDDO 

■  ISR  Task  Force 

■  Biometrics  Task  Force 

■  C-RAM  Counter-Rocket,  Artillery,  Mortar 

■  BETSS-C  Targeting  and  Surveillance 

■  Human  Terrain  Systems 

■  Other  JUONS 


Figure  2.  Fifty  billion  dollars  allocated  2005-May  2009  to  joint  urgent  operational  needs  (DSB  TF  Report,  11). 


Executive  and  legislative  branches  must 
establish  a  fund  for  rapid  acquisition 
and  fielding21 

As  depicted  in  Figure  2,  the  Department  allocated, 
in  less  than  4  years  during  ongoing  wars  in  Afghanistan 
and  Iraq,  approximately  150  billion  to  fulfill  Joint 
Urgent  Operational  Needs.  The  Services,  other 
Defense  components  (U.S.  Special  Operations  Com¬ 
mand,  Defense  agencies,  etc.),  and  the  intelligence 
community  expended  significant  additional  funds  to 
fulfill  their  specific  urgent  operational  needs.  These 
wartime  expenditures  for  urgent  needs  informed  the 
DSB  Task  Force  in  arriving  at  a  recommended  funding 
level  of  0.5%  of  the  DoD  budget,  roughly  $3  billion 
dollars  per  year,  to  support  rapid  acquisition  and 
fielding. 

The  Task  Force  anticipated  similar  funding  needs 
for  the  foreseeable  future;  however,  they  stressed  that 


the  funding  should  not  be  contingent  upon  an  ongoing 
war.  In  periods  without  an  ongoing  war,  the  funds 
would  support  rapid  acquisition  of  capability  that  is 
needed  more  rapidly  than  the  regular  requirements, 
acquisition,  and  budget  processes  would  allow. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  should  establish  a 
new  agency:  the  Rapid  Acquisition  and 
Fielding  Agency22 

The  Task  Force  recommended  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  establish  a  new  agency:  the  Rapid  Acquisition 
and  Fielding  Agency  (RAFA)  “focused  on  speed, 
utilizing  existing  technologies  and  acquisition  flexibil¬ 
ities  to  get  a  75  percent  solution — initially  adequate  to 
address  the  urgent  needs  of  the  warfighter.”23  It  was 
also  recommended  that  each  Service  establish  a  rapid 
acquisition  organization  that  would  work  in  close 
collaboration  with  the  RAFA.  While  various  organi- 
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Figure  3.  Notional  comparisons  of  organization  responsibilities  and  timelines  (DSB  TF  Report,  34). 
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Department  of  Defense 


American  Forces  Information  Service 
Defense  POW/MP  Office 
Defense  Technical  Information  Center 
Defense  Technology  Security  Administration 
DoD  Counterintelligence  Field  Activity 
DoD  Education  Activity 
DoD  Ftuman  Resources  Activity 
DoD  Test  Resource  Management  Center 
Office  of  Economic  Adjustment 
TRICARE  Management  Activity 
Washington  Headquarters  Services 


Defense  Advanced  Research  Protects  Agency 

Defense  Business  Transformation  Agency 

Defense  Commissary  Agency 

Defense  Contract  Audt  Agency 

Defense  Contract  Management  Agency 

Defense  France  and  Accounting  Service 

Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 

Defense  Inleiigence  Agency 

Defense  Legal  Services  Agency 

Defense  Logistics  Agency 

Defense  Secunty  Cooperation  Agency 

Defense  Secunty  Service 

Defense  Threat  Reduction  Agency 

Missile  Defense  Agency 

National  Geospatial-Intelligence  Agency 

National  Security  Agency/Centra!  Secunty  Service 

Pentagon  Force  Protection  Agency _ 


Central  Command 
European  Command 
Joint  Forces  Command 
Northern  Command 
Pacific  Command 
Southern  Command 
Special  Operations  Command 
Strategic  Command 
Transportation  Command 
Africa  Command 


Prepared  by:  OrpanuaCional  4 
Management  Planning.  ODA4M. 
OSD 

Date:  January  ?006 


Figure  4.  Representative  DoD  processes,  funds,  and  organizations  addressing  urgent  needs/rapid  acquisition  (DSB  TF  Report,  19; 
see  glossary  for  explanation  of  acronyms,  57-61). 


zational  constructs  were  discussed,  no  specific  internal 
organization  of  the  RAFA  was  recommended.  It  was 
recommended  that  the  RAFA  report  to  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology  and 
Logistics  and  have  a  dotted  line  to  the  Vice  Chairman 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  A  key  recommendation 
was  that  the  RAFA  be  headed  by  a  three-star-level 
active  duty  officer  to  maintain  a  strong  and  persistent 
relationship  with  the  warfighter. 

This  recommendation  is  not  intended  to  create  an 
organization  with  responsibilities  that  overlap  with 
those  of  other  established  organizations.  Figure  3 
depicts  the  DSB  Task  Forces  notional  view  of  how 
the  RAFA  would  fit  with  two  existing  organizations 
and  Service  and  DoD  Components  acquisition  orga¬ 
nizations  under  the  purview  of  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology  and  Logistics. 

The  Task  Force  recommendation  described  at  some 
length  RAFA’s  mission  ‘Vo  rapidly  address  combatant 
command  needs  with  proven  and  emerging  technologies  in 
2  to  24  months"  [emphasis  in  original]24  and  “to  provide 
integrated  triage  for  incoming  needs  from  combatant 
commands'  [emphasis  in  original].25  The  operational 


assessment  of  capability  provided  through  the  RAFA 
was  not  explicitly  addressed  in  the  discussion  of  the 
RAFA’s  mission;  however,  the  Task  Force,  as  de¬ 
scribed  elsewhere  in  their  report,  recognized  the  need 
for  expedited  operational  assessment  of  an  urgent 
capability  upon  which  the  receiving  warfighter  could 
make  informed  decisions  to  accept  the  capability. 

Initial  funding  and  billets  for  RAFA  will  be 
based  on  absorbing  and  integrating  existing 
programs  and  organizations 

The  Task  Force  recognized  the  potential  difficulties 
with  establishing  a  new  Defense  Agency.  Therefore, 
they  recommended  that  initial  funding  and  billets  for 
the  RAFA  should  be  based  on  absorbing  and 
integrating  existing  ad  hoc  efforts  in  the  OSD.  Some 
of  these  organizations  are  depicted  in  the  DoD  top- 
level  organization  chart  in  Figure  4.  Specifically 
recommended  by  the  Task  Force  is  the  use  of  the 
Department’s  Rapid  Reaction  Fund  and  Quick  Reac¬ 
tion  Fund  and  the  billets  of  the  Rapid  Reaction 
Technology  Office,  the  JRAC,  and  the  Joint  Concept 
Technology  Demonstration  program.  It  should  be 
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noted  that  the  Task  Force  recommended  the  use  of 
existing  billets  and  not  necessarily  the  aggregation  of 
the  personnel  in  the  present  organizations  into  the  new 
RAFA.  Discussion  during  Task  Force  deliberations 
clearly  indicated  that  the  personnel  filling  the  RAFA 
billets  should  be  specially  selected.27 

DoD  should  establish  a  streamlined , 
integrated  approach  for  rapid  acquisition28 

The  Task  Force  recommended  that  the  RAFA 
provide  continuous  oversight  of  all  steps  in  the 
urgent  needs  process  and  also  provide  a  liaison  to 
the  combatant  command  that  authored  the  urgent 
need  statement.  The  RAFA  director  should  have 
acquisition  and  funding  decision  responsibility,  and 
RAFA  and  the  combatant  command  should  jointly 
approve  and  validate  the  need,  concept  of  opera¬ 
tions,  and  the  proposed  initial  operating  capability. 
The  Task  Force  recommended  tightly  coordinated 
needs,  acquisition,  and  funding  steps  as  a  critical 
feature  of  the  overall  process.  They  further  recom¬ 
mended  that  execution  be  concurrently  tracked  while 
considerations  are  evaluated  and  an  initial  operating 
capability  is  approved.  Successful  completion  of 
these  steps  leads  directly  to  production  and  fielding 
of  an  initial  operating  capability  and  a  transition  to 
production  or  sustainment  and  operation  funding. 
The  Task  Force  recommended  that  the  RAFA  and 
each  Service  jointly  manage  production  (as  appro¬ 
priate),  and  RAFA  work  with  each  Service  to 
integrate  doctrine,  organization,  training,  materiel, 
leadership  and  education,  personnel,  and  facilities 
and  life  cycle  issues. 

Summary  and  status  of  implementation 
of  DSB  Task  Force  recommendations 

The  six  major  findings  supported  the  five  major 
recommendations  of  the  DSB  Task  Force  on  the 
Fulfillment  of  Urgent  Operational  Needs. 

1.  formalize  a  dual  acquisition  path, 

2.  establish  a  fund  for  rapid  acquisition  and  fielding, 

3.  establish  a  new  agency:  the  Rapid  Acquisition 
and  Fielding  Agency, 

4.  provide  initial  funding  and  billets  for  RAFA 
from  existing  programs  and  organizations, 

5.  establish  a  streamlined,  integrated  approach  for 
rapid  acquisition. 

Since  January  20,  2009,  the  new  administration  has 
appointed  new  leaders  to  key  DoD  positions  who  have 
either  been  briefed  or  provided  copies  of  the  report  for 
their  consideration  in  establishing  the  way  forward  to 
meeting  warfighters’  urgent  operational  needs. 


Public  discussion  of  the  DSB  Task  Force  study, 
findings,  and  recommendations  occurred  in  testimony 
before  the  House  Armed  Services  Committee  Acqui¬ 
sition  Reform  Panel,  October  8,  2009.  The  Hon.  Dov 
S.  Zakheim,  a  previous  DoD  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  Comptroller,  current  member  of  the  Defense 
Business  Board,  and  a  member  of  the  DSB  Task  Force, 
testified.  His  testimony  strongly  supported  the  findings 
and  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  DSB  Task 
Force  Report,  including  the  need  for  a  separate 
acquisition  path  for  urgent  needs,  a  separate  Defense 
Agency,  and  the  establishment  of  a  fund  to  support  the 
fulfillment  of  urgent  needs.29  The  Hon.  Dov  Zakheim 
emphasized  the  following  in  his  testimony: 

“Put  simply ,  the  department  needs  to  field 
militarily  useful  solutions  more  quickly.  The 
current  threat  environment  is  one  in  which  the 
enemy  on  the  battlefield  employs  easily  obtain¬ 
able,  off-the-shelf  technology  to  undermine  the 
effectiveness  of  U.S.  military  operations.  Yet 
DoD  has  made  no  permanent  institutional 
changes  in  its  acquisition,  programmatic  and 
budgetary  systems  to  account  for  the  growing 
sophistication  and  flexibility  of  the  threat.  ”30 

He  went  on  to  testify  on  the  need  for  support  for 
urgent  needs  processes  by  testing  and  other  commu¬ 
nities: 

“The  defense  acquisition  workforce  has  for  many 
years  functioned  in  an  environment  that  rewards 
following  complex  procedures  with  accuracy  and 
precision,  but  penalizes  those  who  take  shortcuts 
around  those  procedures.  Yet  it  is  precisely 
creativity  and  'workarounds’  that  are  critical  to 
meeting  urgent  requirements  successfully  and  in  a 
timely  fashion.  Sustaining  an  effective  rapid 
acquisition  capability  therefore  will  call  for  the 
active  support  of  the  testing,  resourcing  and 

requirements  communities  in  an  unprecedented 

,ai 

manner. 

Testimony  of  a  current  DoD  official  argued  that  the 
present  “deliberate”  acquisition  system  also  should 
become  more  agile  in  meeting  the  Department’s 
requirements.  His  written  statement  included  the 
following: 

“A  July  2009  congressionally-directed  study  by 
the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on 
Fulfillment  of  Urgent  Operational  Needs  con¬ 
cluded  that  existing  institutions  and  procedures 
are  incapable  of  meeting  the  Department’s  need 
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for  rapid  and  agile  acquisition  in  time  of  war. 
Consequently ,  the  study  recommended  two  sepa¬ 
rate  acquisition  structures:  one  for  ‘ deliberate ’ 
acquisitions ,  and  one  for  'rapid’  acquisitions. 
While  the  Department  continues  to  review  the 
recommendations  of  that  study ,  the  risk  of 
accepting  two  distinct  structures  is  a  failure  to 
accept  that  all  acquisitions,  wartime  and  peace¬ 
time,  need  to  become  more  agile  and  responsive  in 
order  to  keep  pace  with  accelerating  development 
cycles  enabled  through  global  access  to  information 
and  incorporation  of  commercial  technology, 
especially  information  and  communications  sys¬ 
tems,  in  any  potential  adversary’s  arsenal.  To 
prepare  the  Department  for  the  agile  threats  we 
must  surely  anticipate  in  the  future,  we  need  to 
make  our  'deliberate’  processes  much  more 
relevant  to  the  current  fight  and  capable  of 
responding  to  urgent  needs.  ”32 


He  further  stated: 


William  Beasley,  a  career  Department  of  Defense 
civilian,  serves  in  the  Joint  Rapid  Acquisition  Cell 
(JRAC),  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  He  operated 
the  JRAC  from  September  2007— March  2009  and  also 
served  as  a  member  of  the  Joint  IED  Defeat  Organiza¬ 
tion’s  Senior  Resource  Steering  Group.  He  graduated  from 
the  U.S.  Military  Academy  and  holds  advanced  degrees 
from  Long  Island  University  (MBA),  the  Massachusetts 
Institute  of  Technology  (Physics),  and  the  U.S.  Army  War 
College  (Strategic  Studies).  He  is  a  member  of  the  Defense 
Acquisition  Corps  and  is  Level  III  Certified  in  Systems 
Planning,  Research,  Development  and  Engineering.  He 
has  been  actively  involved,  since  its  inception,  with  the 
Joint  Staffs  Joint  Capability  Integration  and  Develop¬ 
ment  System.  He  has  over  35  years’  experience  in  the 
military  and  with  industry  operating,  managing,  and 
developing  military  and  cross  federal  agency  information 
technology  capabilities  at  all  levels — tactical  through 
national,  in  wartime,  peacetime,  disaster,  and  continuity 
of  government  roles.  E-mail:  William.Beasley@osd.mil  or 
William.Beasleyl  @us.army.  mil 


" Under  the  leadership  of  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Acquisition,  Technology  and  Logistics) 

Dr.  Ash  Carter,  and  his  Director  of  Defense 
Research  and  Engineering,  Mr.  Each  Lemnios, 
we  have  restructured  the  Directorate  of  Defense 
Research  and  Engineering  to  emphasize  the 
rapid  fielding  of  new  technologies,  while  con¬ 
tinuing  the  invaluable  work  of  discovering  and 
expanding  the  science  for  future  capabilities.  It’s 
not  enough  to  simply  respond  to  new  threats. 
Within  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and 
Engineering  organization,  we  consolidated  hith¬ 
erto  disparate  functions  and  created  a  new  Rapid 
Fielding  Office  charged  with  discovering  the  best 
and  most  relevant  technologies  from  the  commer¬ 
cial  and  public  sector  and,  when  appropriate, 
facilitating  their  rapid  fielding  to  theater.  This 
new  office  is  working  to  better  integrate  the 
science  and  technology  with  demonstration  and 
prototype  efforts  throughout  the  Department  and 
to  focus  those  efforts  on  supporting  the  current 
fight.  . . .  The  Rapid  Fielding  Office  has  also 
taken  over  responsibility  for  the  Department’s 
Joint  Rapid  Acquisition  Cell  (JRAC),  to  ensure 
better  synergy  between  the  requirements,  acqui¬ 
sition  and  research  communities.” 

The  full  set  of  the  DSB  Task  Force’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  is  under  consideration  by  the  Department  of 
Defense.  The  study  and  report  to  Congress  provides  a 
valuable  starting  point  to  discuss  the  future  fulfillment 
of  urgent  needs.  □ 
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